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OBSERVATIONS, . 


Dear Sin, e ; 


HE Author of the Vindication of * 
Letter to the Weſtern Aſſociation, on 
the ſubjeft of what he calls unſcriptural dox- 
ologies, in anſwer to my Remarks on his firſt 
performance, can never expect me to reply 
to him; as he has not anſwered in any de- 
gree what I have already advanced, and 
therefore to offer any thing more to the pub- 
lic upon the ſubject would only be, - as I 
might expreſs it to one who appears ſtill fo 
fond of Latin ſcraps, agere actum, to do what 
is already done. But if you think proper to 
publiſh the following curſory obſervations 
upon this his ſecond performance,” you are 
at liberty to do as you pleaſe. 
No one can read this Vindication, with» 
out obſerving how groſsly the Author of it 
miſtates the queſtion in debate. It is not, 


whether ſcriptural or unſcriptural doxologies 
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_ onght to be ufed, for we deem our donels · 
gies ſtrictly ſcriptural ; much leſs, for the ſame 
reaſon, is the queſtion which ate preferable ; 
and leaſt of all therefore whether we are juſ- 
tified in reſting ſcriptural doxologies and 
eſtabliſhing unſcriptural ones in their Read ; 
all this was, as he well knows, expreſsly diſ- 
avowed in my former publication. The only 
point at iſſue, to adopt his own phraſe, is 
this ; whether we are confined to the very 
words of ſcripture in the doxologies or con- 
tlufrons of our prayers, any more than in the 
beginning of them, or in. any other part of 
them. If we are, we aſk where is the precept 
binding this upon us; why does not the Au- 
thor of the Letter produce it? I have called 
upon him for it, but he knows no ſuch pre- 
cept is to be found ; and yet he has the mo- 
deſty to go on charging his brethren with 
acting contrary to PRECEPT as well as prece- 
dent, becauſe they do not think themſelves 
bound to obey his mandates. And as to pre- 
cedent, we have no other than we have for 
| other 


ms 


-other parts of prayer ; ſo that all the antllery 
diſcharged upon us by the Letter Writer, 
bears upon himſelf as much as it does upon 
ws. And et would not he ſmile think you 
at the weakneſs of a writer who ſhould put an a 
grave face, cite him to the bar of judgment, 
charge him with ſandtiſy ing the work of be- 
reſies, a departure from the expreſs declaratian 
of God's will, and with think ing his on phra 
ſes becter wpon the whole than thoſe of men di- 
vinely inſpited, — becauſe in the beginning 
of his prayers he did not always adore God 
in the very words of ſcripture ? 

It muſt be obvious to every man of candor 
and imparnality, that not one tittle advanced 
by the Letter Writer againſt his brethren's un- 
ſeriptural doxologies, applies to them, more 
than it does to him for his az/crzptural invo- 
cations and adorations, . 

His curious diſtinction of thoſe parts of 
prayer which are expreſlive of the anutabzlity 
ol the creature, and thoſe which relate to the 


a a God, will not avail him. For 
3 ſurely 
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ſurely our adorations of God in the begin- 
ning of our - prayers relate as much to the 
aimmutability of God, as our aſcriptions of 
praiſe and thankſgiving at the concluſion of 
our prayers; and there is therefore as much 
reaſon we ſhould be confined to the very 
words of ſcripture in the one as in the other. 
The caſe is ſo plain, that I would willingly 
reſt the deciſion of it with Dr. Prieſtley him- 
ſelf, as he is a gentleman of too much open» 
neſs and candor to avail himſelf of the little 


arts of chicanery, to ſupport an hypotheſis. 


He would condemn Trinitarian worſhip no 
doubt, becauſe he judges the doctrine of the 
Trinity to be unſcriptural ; but he would not 
condemn fuch worſhip merely becauſe it was 
not expreſſed in the very words of fcripture ; 
-nor would he condemn thoſe as inconſiſtent 
and impious, who verily beheved the dottrine 
of the Trinity to be a ſcripture doctrine, be- 
cauſe in their prayers they made uſe of ſuch 
expreſſions as implied that belief. Much leſs 


would he aſter having ſaid all which this 
Writer 


| SE 
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Writer has in his former Letter about the 
Trinity and the atonement; * endeayour to 
make the world think he till believed both, 
It is of little moment to me or to the world 
what may be the religious ſentiments of the 
Author of the Letter to the Aſſociation, but 
ſurely it ſounds ſtrange to hear the ſame per- 
ſon who has ſaid ſuch things as he has in his 
Letter, about the Trinity and the atonement, 
make ſuch a declaration as the following, in 
his vindication of that very Letter. See p. 14. 
„The writer of the Letter to the Baptiſts 
js as firm in the belief of the ſcripture doc- 
« trine of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
* and of the glorious doctrine of our recon- 
« ciliation to God by the death of his Son, 
* as any one of the members of the Weſtern 


66 Aſſociation.” 
4 However 


In his Vindication, he repreſents me as having introduced 
theſe ſubjects in my Remarks, and very gravely inform 
the public that I am not' competent to the diſcuſſion of 
them; whereas I only followed him in my Remarks on 
what he had ſaid on theſe ſubjects, to which he has not 


# 
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- - Hover if fo, The otly poitit then in 


tiſpute betwixt us is, whether we may or 
way not lawfully expre/5 what we Believe in 
dur addreffes to the great objet af, our wor- 
ip? And one would think this point no 
due would difpate, Socinians and Calviniſts 
| profeſs to receive the ſame bible, and if they 
are- not at liberty to expreſs in their own 
words the different meaning they affix to the 


words of ſcripture, how are their different 


ſentiments to be known, much lels'examined 
and canvaſſed ? | 
In reply to what I urged from the form of 
baptifm, as exhibiting to us an example of the 
Tolemn worſhip of Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſl, the Vindicator obſerves that the Iſrael- 
ites are ſaid to have been baptized unto Moſes ; 
and then exultingly aſks, if they were hereby 
obligated to pay -the fame divine honours 
to Moſes as to God ? But does this Writer 
need to be told that the Iſraelites were not 
baptized really, but only figaratively, hetauſe 
there was ſome reſemblance betwixt the ordi- 
nance 


(9) 


ande of baptiſm und their patſing through 


the ſea under the conduct of Moſes? But 


| had it been real baptiſm, their being baptized 


umo Mbſes would not have been the fame as 
their being baptized, as the Vindicator af. 
firms, #n#d the name of Moſes ; and much leſs 
would it have been a parallel cafe with Chrif- 
tian baptiſm into the name of Father, Son, 


and Holy Ghoſt, unleſs the Iſraelites had 


been baptized into the name of the eternal 
Jehovah and Moſes, Moſes and God being 
joined together in the fame aft of worſttip, 
That Chriſtian baptifm is a ſolemn a@ of di- 
vine worſhip as it relates to the Father, all 
muſt allow, and in that ſame act of worſhip, 
it is a fact that the Son and Holy Ghoſt are 
joined with the Father, And is it not ſingu- 
lar, this matter ſhould be controverted by one 
who profeſſes to believe the ſcripture doctrine 
of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, as firmly as 
any one of the members of the Weſtern Aſſo- 
ciation ? 


'The 
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The Vindicator amuſes his readers with 2 
ſplendid exhibition of a ſcriptural doxology in 
contraſt with what he repreſents as my un- 
ſcriptural one. But with equal propriety 
might he have ſet one of the other doxolo- 
gies which are found in ſcripture, in oppoſi- 
tion to that which he has exhibited, He 
knows very well that we none of us object to 
any doxology in ſcripture, and are far from 
ſetting up our own in oppo/ztton to them ; we 
think our doxologies ſtrictly ſcriptural, and 
uſe our own words becauſe we think it right 
to bear teſtimony to what we eſteem the 
ſcripture doctrine of Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, in oppoſition to thole who would 
hide this truth under the ſuppoſed ambiguity 
of ſcripture phraſes, the meaning of which 
they think themſelves at liberty to interpret 
as they pleaſe, As to the ſcripture doxolo- 
gies themſelves, they ſeem not at all adapted 
to ſecure religious worſhip to the Father only, 
to the excluſion of the Son, as they aſcribe 
praiſe, in many inſtances, to the Son only, 

and 
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and evidently go upon the ſuppoſition that he 
and his Father are one, and that it is the 
duty of all men to honour the Son even as 
they honour the Father, 

But let this Writer manceuvre as he will, 
the only point in diſpute is, are we or are we 
.not confined to the very words of ſcripture, 
for tothe ſenſe and meaning of ſcripture weare 
certainlyconfined, in the whole of ourreligious 
ſervices as well as in our doxologies ; but are 
we confined in our doxologies to ſcripture 
words only, or are we not? If we are, let 
the precept, as I have before ſaid, be pro- 
duced by which we are ſo confined, and 
whether the precept be deemed moral or po- 
tive, we will give the matter up. But till 
ſuch precept is produced, it is to the Letter 
Writer's diſgrace, not our's, to raiſe an out- 
cry againſt us as departing from the direct in- 
firuftions of the Bible in the moſt important 
parts of religion, and in oppoſition to both 
PRECEPT and precedent, Woe dely him 


to produce any precept, or any precedent 
for 


{ 

for one part of prayer more than ſor another; 
arguing prove ? Is it lawful for us to judge of 
ſcripture ideas, and is it unlawful for us to 
expreſs thoſe ideas in oppoſition to thoſe who 
deny the truth of them? If the matter be 
fairly. fAated, there cannot be two opinions 
reſpethng it. 

I ratmot help obſerving ſurther the ſhame. 
fol umlanneſß of the Vindicator in his obſer- 
vations upon the paſſage be quotes from one 
vf our Aﬀocianon Letters. The paſſage itſelf 
aſſerts no more than that there is greater dan- 
ger of our being led away by the errors of 
men of fair moral-charatters, than by thoſe of 
openly bad men. The celebrated Mr. Hume, 
the ſceptic, Tor inſtance, was a man of the 
moſt amiable deportment and engaging man- 
ners, and therefore there was the more danger 
of young people's imbibing the deadly poiſon 
of his pernicious errors. And yet in ſuch a 
caſe as this, all the Aſſocistion Letter recom- 
mends is, to be upon our guard til we have 
examined 
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exanuned every propoſal made to us. Is there 
any thing in all this like aſſerting that the ſpe- 
culative errors of virtuous men are GREATER 
EVILs than blaſphemy, profanation, &c. — 
They are more dangerous evils, becauſe we 
are more likely to be inſected by them, from 
the plauſibility of charaQter in thoſe that pro- 
ſeſs them; but as to the greatneſs of the evils 
themſelves, that muſt depend upon the eſſects 
ultimately produced by them; a ſubjeR, 
which the Aſſociation Letter does not enter 
upon. | | 
The Vindication of the obnoxious paſl; 
in which the Author of the Letter to the Cal- 
viniſtic Baptiſts had charged his brethren with 
countenancing what they knew to be wrong, 
for fear of being ſtyled kerettcs, and lo/ang the 
rewards of a ſpurious miſguided zeal, is ſo cu- 
rious, that I have not a ſingle abſervation to 
make upon it, but leave it to the profound 
cogitations of thoſe readers who may be ſo 
ſortunate as to underſtand it. All I could 
wiſh is, that the Vindicator had put the paſ- 
| ſage 


(14) | 
ſage itſelf in one column, and his vindication 
of it in another, that the beauty of the text 
and gloſſary might appear at one view. Iam 
obliged however to the Vindicator for giving 
leave to thoſe who are not ſatisfied with his 
vindication of the paſſage to conſider it as in- 
correct; and in my turn am very willing to 
recognize his right, which he ſo ſolemnly aſ- 
ſerts, to ſay what he pleaſe, provided he ac- 
cedes to my riglit of thinking and ſpeaking as 
I pleaſe of what he ſays. 

But when he tickles up the Monthly Re- 
viewers, and plumes himſelf upon their teſti- 
mony in his favour, with reſpef to the ob- 
noxious paſlage in queſtion, he has the mis- 
fortune of being again ſomewhat incorrect. 
So far is it from being certain that they di 
not, as the Vindicator afhrms, underſtand the 
paſſage as I did, and as the Analytical Re- 
viewers did, that it happens to be certain that 
they did ſo underſtand it. For though they 
had inadvertently ſaid that the Author of the 


Letter appeared to write with candor, yet 
| f when 
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when the obnoxious paſſage was pointed out 


to them as a proof of his want of candor, 


they make this apology ſor him, that ean- 
dor itſelf cannot be ſo blind as not to ſee that 


there are TRIMMERS. They do not pre- 
tend to aſſert that he had not called his bre- 
thren Trimmers, but repreſent it as a fact too 


palpable for Candor to wink at. See M, 


Review for May, p. 472. 


1 am greatly obliged to the Vindicator ſor 


his pity, and recommending the Aſſociation 
to chuſe another advocate, as I confeſs I am 
heartily tired of the tedious employment of 
untwiſting the cobweb'd e 4 of ſo very 
unſair a writer. | 


I remain, Dear Sir, 


Your's affectionately, 


A Member of the Weſtern Aſſociation. 


Aug. 18, 1789. 


THE END, 
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